CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of October 27, 1995 
Present: C. Jackson (Chair); K. Adams, M. Corwin, A. Dutkewych, C. Kolak Dudek, 
S. Edwy, B. Foss, G. Gibbons, A. Herman, S. Hudson, B. Layne, K. Lipke, C. 
MacKenzie, E. Mongerson, C. Mullen, S. Paikowsky, S. Panet-Raymond, K. Perry, L. 


Peterson, L. Plotek, P. Regimbald, P. Rist, M. Ruwedel, L. Sharman, D. Terry, K. 
Tweedie 


Absent with apologies: I. Bubniuk, K. Griffin, H. Johnson, W. Krol, M. Orbach, 
D. Pariser 


Guests: L. Bien, J.-P. Duchesne 


i Approval of New Members on Fine Arts Faculty Council 
(FFAC-95-10-27-D3) 


The following appointments were approved: 
nder en r iv 
Shari Edwy 
Michelle Loubert 
Jamy Merkel 
Robert Parker 
Erik Paulsson 
Part Tim Ity Repr i rm): 
Don Terry (replacing David Douglas) 
Z. Approval of the Agenda 


The agenda was approved. 


a Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of September 22, 1995 
MOTION: (Mongerson, Ruwedel) 
“that the minutes of the meeting of September 22, 1995 be approved.” 
CARRIED 
4. Business Arising from the Minutes 


E. Mongerson asked if the FTE reports were ready. P. Regimbald will ensure that they are 
sent to the Faculty. 


5, Chair’s Remarks 


The following announcements were made: 


e A proposal for the Restructuring of Senior Administration has been tabled at University 
Senate. The organigramme will be sent to Council members who are invited to send 
their comments to the Dean or to any one of three Fine Arts Senate members - Mark 
Corwin, Jerome Krause or Laurent Roberge. 


e The Committee on Studio Art Restructuring has re-convened after a hiatus; work 
continues and a preliminary document is expected shortly. 

e Several programmes are investigating possible collaborations with other Québec 
universities, among them Art Education and Art History. 

e T. Bui, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Research) announced that a joint office for 
technology transfer had been established by McGill and Concordia. This office is 
responsible for commercialisation of any university developments in technology 
transfer, including video, compact disc and music production. This is one example of 
the type of inter-university co-operation that will be encouraged in the future. The 
government has provided 50% of the funding, while McGill has provided salary 
money, and Concordia has provided an office and infrastructure support. 


6. Question Period 


K. Adams asked if staff representation would be included on the Studio Art restructuring 
committee. Dean Jackson responded that as the essential mandate of the committee was an 
academic one, he had asked that they consult widely (including staff), however, he felt it 
was best at this time that the committee remain small and focused on its mandate. 


75 Strategic Planning and Budget Committee (FFAC-95-10-27-D1) 


MOTION: (Plotek, Mongerson) 


“that the mandate and membership of the Faculty’s Strategic Planning and Budget 
Committee, as outlined in document FFAC-95-10-27-D1, be extended for one 
year.” 


A correction was made to reflect the fact that there are now four rather than three Associate 
Deans. D. Terry noted that part time faculty were not represented on the committee. Dean 
Jackson explained this was to some extent proscribed by SCAPP guidelines, however, he 
would look into this matter. 


After a brief discussion, the question was called and CARRIED. 


8. Setting the Course for Our Future: A Discussion Document (FFAC- 
95-10-27-D2) 


Dean Jackson introduced the document, which proposes criteria that will be used to 
operationalize the forthcoming budget cuts in the academic sector. He drew Council’s 
attention to the five principles outlined on page 3 of the document, and then asked 
Associate Dean Gibbons to continue the discussion. 


Associate Dean Gibbons noted that the five principles permit comparisons to take place 
between programmes that may be very different in nature. The expected magnitude of the 
budget reductions requires articulated principles such as those provided in the document. 


A. Herman asked who would have final authority to make decisions about which 
progammes would be dropped or supported. 


Associate Dean Gibbons responded that the statutory responsibility would be with the 
Board of Governors. He noted that there is a paradox in the consultation process, which 
begins at the “grass roots” level. It is difficult for departments to be objective when being 
asked to evaluate their own programmes; without an information based analysis, or 
objective rating, the persons who have authority to make final decisions will find their 
hands tied. For that reason, the University is presently re-considering the appraisal 
process. In its place, they are suggesting that an expert group of external consultants be 
retained to evaluate programmes, perhaps supported by personnel from institutional 
planning and research. The results of these evaluations would then be provided to the 
persons who are responsible for decision-making on a Faculty or sectoral basis, i.e. the 
Deans, the Vice-Rector, Academic, and ultimately the Rector. The Strategic Planning and 
Budget Committees will provide the mechanism for internal feedback to these proposals. 


S. Panet-Raymond stated that she would prefer an open consultation process, versus one 
that is led by external consultants. 


Having been exposed to a variety of statistics, budgetary information, and planning 
documents over the past twelve months, A. Dutkewych felt that he had adequate 
information to begin the decision making process. He expressed some impatience with the 
process, stating that it is time for the Faculty to take responsibility for its own future, rather 
than wait for decisions to be imposed upon it. 


Returning to the document, S. Panet-Raymond commented that student issues do not 
receive enough attention. She has noticed a “well-being problem” among students, and 
would like to see more emphasis on the impact these changes will have upon students. 


In relation to principle 4 on page 3 of the document, P. Regimbald suggested that 
Concordia may also wish to consider partnerships with other universities outside Montreal, 
as well as other institutions such as colleges. 


C. Mullen’s reaction to the document was that it did not come as a shock. Indeed, because 
of preparatory work done over the past year, she felt prepared to make the types of 
decisions that will be needed in the future. 


L. Peterson asked about the timetable for decision making. In response, G. Gibbons noted 
that decisions will be made earlier this year than last. It is anticipated that the provisional 
budget will be ready for March 1996. 


He also noted that a strong departmental role is required to ensure that proposed cuts 
respond to academic needs. For example, there may be a decision to allocate less budget to 
infrastructure support (e.g. cleaning, maintenance) in order to ensure that services that 
more directly support the academic mission are secure, for example, audio-visual services. 


It was again suggested that an evaluative process is needed, to replace the present system of 
appraisals. G. Gibbons explained that a standard set of questions is being prepared. When 
answered, these questions will respond to the five principles outlined in the document. 

One problem with the previous appraisal process, has been the length of time required to 


complete it. The newly proposed process should take no longer than one month from start 
to finish. 


S. Hudson endorsed this proposal. She noted that the Department of Design Art had been 
scheduled to begin its appraisal process this year, and that a time-limited process with 
prescribed questions would better suit the department’s needs. 


D. Terry suggested that the outside evaluators should be academics from other institutions. 
Dean Jackson confirmed that this would be the case. 


The discussion was then concluded. A summary of Council’s comments will be forwarded 
to Drs. Lowy and Lightstone. Individuals are also invited to forward their own comments. 
A special meeting of Senate will also be held in mid-November to discuss the document. 


9. Adjournment 


Prior to adjournment, S. Paikowsky asked T. Bui if the University had any contingency 
plan to support researchers who hold grants from federal granting agencies, in the event of 
a yes vote in the referendum scheduled for October 30, 1995. T. Bui responded that, to his 
knowledge, there was not. His information seems to indicate that there would continue to 
be a strong complementarity between federal and provincial programmes. 


The meeting was then adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
November 9, 1995 


